In Roberts (1994) I examined sequences of intervals between anti-predatory scanning movements of birds. Whereas periodic patterns in such sequences had been reported (Desportes et al. 1989) , I used autocorrelation methods to show that the durations of intervals were not predictable from preceding intervals (Roberts 1994) . I presented simulations which showed that the periodicities reported by Desportes et al. (1989) could have occurred by chance, a result also obtained by Suter & Forrest (1994; but see also Desportes et al. 1994) . I also presented analyses in which I took the difference in duration between successive inter-scan intervals as the parameter of interest rather than the absolute duration of the interval. That is, I asked questions such as if one interval were longer than the previous one, was the next likely to be shorter. It is to the latter analyses which Kramer & Bell (1996) object.
A key issue is how the results I obtained compare with those that might have been expected if sequences were randomly ordered. I judged that the best way to find whether there was anything special about the order in which the observations occurred was to generate a data set of randomly re-ordered sequences and to compare the results of fitting equations to these data sets with the results from the observed data (Roberts 1994, page 583). Kramer & Bell instead use a theoretical approach to determine what would be expected in the case of random (or white noise) series. Although Kramer & Bell make no mention of my analysis, our findings are similar. I found that 'the autoregression equations obtained for each of the randomly re-ordered series were similar to those obtained for the observed vigilance sequences, that is, the parameters were negative and decreased in magnitude with increasing lag'. Kramer & Bell's Table I is fully consistent with this, even though it is presented as if it is showing up a flaw in my analysis. I concluded that 'the fact that similar models could be generated for random re-orderings of the series is consistent with the view that the observed sequences of inter-scan interval durations were indeed random series, as suggested by the initial autocorrelation tests' (Roberts 1994, page 584). Similarly, Kramer & Bell (1996) The main difference is not in the results but in the methods used to obtain them and I am grateful for Kramer & Bell's exposition of how the random expectation can be derived theoretically rather than through simulation.
Kramer & Bell point out that differencing 'should not be applied indiscriminately' and consider my results to be 'purely artefacts of unnecessary differencing'. Leaving aside whether any technique should be applied indiscriminately, one answer is to argue on biological rather than statistical grounds that it is just as reasonable to take the differences between values, or relative values, as the parameter of interest rather than the absolute values. Students of vigilance behaviour have rarely agreed on what parameters are important: scan rate, inter-scan interval, scan duration, time spent scanning, even apparently arbitrary measures such as the time taken for five scans and five inter-scan intervals.
A second answer is a statistical justification for differencing. I agree that the sequence I presented graphically (Figure 1a 
